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Topic Summary References Correlation Table 


West's Key Number Digest 


West's Key Number Digest, Courtsf=4 


Jurisdiction of the subject matter is the power to hear and determine cases of the general 
class to which the proceedings in question belong or of the particular type or category of case. 


Jurisdiction does not, in every context, connote subject matter jurisdiction, | but the court's 


jurisdiction of the subject matter is a prerequisite of the court's power to decide a case,” together 


with jurisdiction of the person.” Subject matter jurisdiction is distinct from jurisdiction of the 


person‘ and standing or capacity to sue. 


Subject matter jurisdiction involves a court's jurisdiction over the subject matter of the 


controversy,” without which the court cannot adjudicate the matter,’ and any decision, judgment, 


or other order without subject matter jurisdiction is, as a matter of law, void and of no effect.® 
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Subject matter jurisdiction is a matter of the court's power to hear and determine cases of the 


general class to which the proceedings belong’ or of the particular type! or category of case. " 


Subject matter jurisdiction includes the court's power to render judgment, 7 to grant the particular 


relief requested, !° and to enforce the judgment. 1 


CUMULATIVE SUPPLEMENT 
Cases: 


A defendant's relationship with a third party, standing alone, is an insufficient basis for jurisdiction, 
even when the third party can bring claims similar to those brought by the nonresident. Bristol- 
Myers Squibb Co. v. Superior Court of California, San Francisco County, 137 S. Ct. 1773 (2017). 


Subject matter jurisdiction is a prerequisite for the exercise of judicial authority over any case or 
controversy. Askew v. City of Kinston, 2022 -NCCOA- 900, 883 S.E.2d 85 (N.C. Ct. App. 2022). 


[END OF SUPPLEMENT] 
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